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Executive summary 
The Office for Learning and Teaching (OLT) provides considerable amounts of funding to a wide 
range of projects that result in important outcomes for the higher education sector in Australia 
and beyond. The dissemination of these outcomes is therefore an important activity, with the 
OLT’s online Resource Library (http://www.olt.gov.au/resource-library) being a key means of 
doing this. The Library includes resources emanating not only from the projects funded by the 
OLT, but also from its predecessors, including the Australian Learning and Teaching Council 
(ALTC) and the Carrick Institute for Learning and Teaching in Higher Education (“the Carrick 
Institute”).   
This project was commissioned by the OLT to investigate how the various existing and 
prospective resources in the Resource Library should be described and indexed, so that they 
can be accessed more effectively. Anecdotal evidence had suggested that some users 
experienced difficulty in retrieving the resources relevant to their needs. The project was to 
address concerns in this area by implementing its findings through a reindexing of the Resource 
Library database and providing guidelines for ongoing indexing, as new resources were entered 
into the content management system. The project team was also tasked to conduct an audit of 
resources currently in the Library, based on the new indexing.  
The project utilised Library and Information Science methodologies to ascertain which 
attributes of the resources need to be described in the Resource Library database, and how 
these attributes need to be described, so that the relevant resources can be found and selected 
by end-users. The list of attributes (metadata schema) was derived through a combination of 
methods, related to both literary and user warrant: a sample of projects and resources were 
examined, over 100 users and prospective users were surveyed, and domain experts were 
consulted. The schema the projected ended up with comprised 22 elements, pertaining to 
either the project or to the resource from the project.  
As subject searching was the most important way of accessing the Resource Library, the 
effectiveness of the existing subject (‘keyword’) vocabulary was assessed through an 
information retrieval experiment based on actual searches logged by the Resource Library 
system. It was found that searches typically retrieved only a minority of relevant resources for a 
given topic, and that only a minority of resources retrieved were relevant. In other words, the 
system performed quite poorly on both recall and precision measures.  
It was decided to introduce a controlled indexing vocabulary to improve subject access to the 
database, and also to control the vocabulary for resource types, as well as to add a taxonomy 
for grant type. Existing subject thesauri used in the field of Education were evaluated against 
nine criteria for their use in the Resource Library. They were examined by experts as well as 
according to the extent to which they covered a sample of topics derived from the Library’s 
search logs. The Australian Thesaurus of Education Descriptors (ATED) was established to be the 
 
National Learning and Teaching Resource Audit and Classification  3 
most suitable vocabulary for adoption. Meanwhile, the Australian Standard Classification of 
Education (ASCED) was rated as the most appropriate vocabulary specifically for academic 
discipline – this was already being used in the Resource Library and was thus retained. No 
suitable pre-existing vocabulary was identified for resource type, and so this vocabulary was 
developed with reference to terms found in the education subject thesauri and relevant 
keywords used in the Resource Library. 
In order to prepare ATED for the reindexing of the Resource Library, the existing subject 
keywords in the database were mapped onto the current ATED terms. It was found that the 
vast majority of keywords were covered by ATED, but there were some gaps, and 30 new 
descriptors were added to the thesaurus, along with 21 new cross-references.  
The implementation of the recommended schema was constrained by the limitations of the 
OLT’s content management system, which did not readily allow for new fields to be added. As a 
result, the reindexing focussed on the editing of the subject keywords and the resource type 
taxonomy, although other fields was also edited, and one new taxonomy was added, for grant 
type. The reindexing was carried out between February and April 2015 by two accredited 
members of the Australian and New Zealand Society of Indexers. The indexers also provided 
training for OLT staff who will be carrying out the ongoing indexing, based on new guidelines 
and the new vocabularies. 
The effect of the reindexing was evaluated through an extension of the information retrieval 
experiment that had been conducted earlier in the project. The same search queries were used 
so that a direct comparison of recall and precision rates could be made. The result was an 
increase in average recall from 25.1% to 37.1% and an increase in average precision from 37.6% 
to 50.4%. It was established that the reindexing of the Resource Library had significantly 
improved search performance. 
Finally, an audit of the current Resource Library collection was carried out, based on the 
frequency of ATED and ASCED classifications used in the new indexing. Several topic areas were 
identified as possible gaps, including that of social equity and inclusion, and also ‘facilities’. 
There also appeared to be an underrepresentation of the Management and Commerce, and 
Society and Culture disciplines. Conversely, several areas of strength were recognised, including 
educational leadership, curriculum development, student assessment and academic standards.   
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1. Introduction 
Over the past two decades, the Australian government has funded, through the Office for 
Learning and Teaching (OLT) and its predecessors, a wide range of projects to help improve the 
quality of learning and teaching in Australian higher education universities. At the end of 2013 
the OLT commissioned the project, “National Learning and Teaching Audit and Classification”, 
to reconstruct its Resource Library (www.olt.gov.au/resource-library), which provides access to 
the materials emanating from all these projects. The commission was awarded to a team of 
academics and librarians from Charles Sturt University, the University of Wollongong and the 
Australian Council for Educational Research (ACER).  
The project has applied methods developed in the field of Library and Information Science to 
establish how the various existing and prospective materials in the Resource Library should be 
described and indexed, so that they can be accessed more effectively. The project comprised 
the following seven phases:- 
• Phase 1: attribute identification through examination of resources, a user survey and 
expert consultation  
• Phase 2: evaluation of existing keywords, through experimentation using logged search 
queries 
• Phase 3: evaluation of existing vocabularies for possible adoption  
• Phase 4: creation of new taxonomies and development of existing vocabularies;  
• Phase 5: writing of indexing guidelines 
• Phase 6: reindexing of database resources and 
• Phase 7: system evaluation and audit of existing resource collection’s coverage. 
This report outlines the above phases, and also includes recommendations concerning software 
and hardware options to support the database into the future. The project has delivered a 
reindexed database, a set of indexing tools, including guidelines, schema and vocabularies, and 
an indication of the Library’s current areas of strength and omission.  
The project team met twice in person, in Melbourne and Wagga Wagga, and received strong 
support from its Reference Group throughout, the members of which are:- 
• Professor Shirley Alexander, University of Technology 
• Ms Glenda Browne, Australian and New Zealand Society of Indexers 
• Professor Geoffrey Crisp, RMIT University 
• Professor Mark Freeman, University of Sydney 
• Ms Anna Gifford, Australian Drug Foundation 
• Ms Trish Treagus, Office for Learning and Teaching 
The relevant ethics approval was obtained from the Charles Sturt University Human Research 
Ethics Committee.  
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2. Developing the schema 
This subject of this chapter has been reported elsewhere, particularly in  
Hider, P., Liu, Y.H., Gerts, C., Daws, C., Dalgarno, B., Bennett, S., Spiller, B., Parkes, R., Knight, 
P., Mitchell, P., Macaulay, R., & Carlson, L.  (2015). Developing a schema for describing the 
contents of the Office for Learning and Teaching’s resource library. Australian Academic & 
Research Libraries, 46(2), 1-15. DOI: 10.1080/00048623.2015.1030846 
The outcome of this initial phase of the project was the metadata schema listed below, which 
was recommended to the OLT for implementation. 
      PROJECT 
Project ID 






Year of completion 
Lead researcher 
Co-researcher 
Lead institution  
Partner institution  
Funding body  
Grant type 





Resource title  
Resource type  
Year of publication 
Resource author 
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At the time of the recommendation, the Resource Library system did not cover 11 of the above 
elements, namely, Project ID, Project acronym, Author keyword, Lead researcher, Co-
researcher (as opposed to Resource author), Funding body, Grant type, Related project, ISBN, 
DOI and Year of publication.   
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3. Evaluation of existing subject vocabulary 
Introduction 
The initial user survey clearly indicated that the subject search is the key factor for effective 
access of the Resource Library. Thus the next phase of the project focussed on the quality of 
the existing subject index, or the ‘keyword taxonomy’, as it is called in the OLT content 
management system. It was evaluated by means of an information retrieval experiment, based 
on some of the proposed searches provided by respondents to the survey. The results of this 
experiment also established a baseline for evaluating the reindexed database at the end of the 
project. 
Research design 
The experiment was an ‘operational system test’, since a real-life system (i.e. the Resource 
Library) was being evaluated (Tague-Sutcliffe, 1992). Forty ‘future search queries’ extracted 
from the user survey data were selected for the experiment based on their clarity; they are 
listed in Appendix B. System performance was measured by the standard measures of precision 
and recall. Recall represents how well the search system can find relevant documents 
(resources), whereas precision represents how relevant are the results retrieved. A pooling 
method was used to obtain what was deemed the vast majority of the relevant documents for 
each search question across the entire collection (Hersh et al., 2004).  
Two information professionals (Searchers A and B) from the project team were asked to search 
for as many relevant documents as possible, independently, to answer each of the 40 search 
questions, using the Resource Library database system. For each topic, the searchers were 
instructed to use, for their initial searches, the specific terms offered by the survey 
respondents. They were then allowed to use other suitable terms that they could think of or 
identify as they went along. Advanced search options, such as Boolean operation, were utilised 
on occasion. Searches on each question took up to 20 minutes, (less if the searchers felt they 
had retrieved all relevant documents), inclusive of the time taken to record the queries and 
results.  
Later, a de-duplicated list of the URLs for all the documents retrieved for each topic was 
distributed to the two information professionals from the project team. They were instructed 
to click on each URL and assess, without conferral, the relevance of the document to the 
corresponding question: each document was to be judged relevant, partially relevant, or not 
relevant. In making each judgment, the judges considered at least the title and any summary or 
table of contents.  
Results 
A total of 1,430 documents from the de-duplicated list were assessed by the two judges. The 
graded relevance data (i.e. Definitely Relevant (DR), Partially Relevant (PR) and Not Relevant 
(NR)) was coded as 2, 1 and 0 respectively. To measure the inter-rater agreement, Cohen’s 
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kappa coefficient was calculated. The result of 0.91 indicated a “very good” degree of 
agreement between the two judges (Fleiss, Levin, & Paik, 2004). The small number of cases of 
DR/NR disagreement between the two judges was put aside. For several topics, no relevant 
documents were found by the two judges, and the data for these topics was likewise discarded. 
 
 
The precision ratio for each search was calculated as  
  (DR+PR) documents retrieved/total retrieved documents. 
The recall ratio for each search was calculated as  
  total retrieved DR+PR documents for the topic/all DR+PR documents for the topic.  
 
The average precision for initial searches across all topics was 0.33 (n = 80), whereas the 
average recall was 0.45 (n = 68). In other words, users are likely to be able to find less than half 
of relevant resources from a subject search, and of the resources they retrieve, on average only 
about a third are even partially relevant. A search is defined here as a query plus any follow-up 
use of the filters on the Resource Library interface. 
As one might expect, given their use of the respondents’ terms, the results indicate that there 
was no statistical difference between the effectiveness of the two searchers’ initial queries in 
terms of either precision (ANOVA, F(1, 66) = .40, p > .05) or recall (ANOVA, F(1, 66) = .62, p > 
.05). Further details of precision and recall measures by topic can be found in Appendix C.  
Overall, the results indicated that the existing subject indexing in the Resource Library was not 
very effective and that there was significant room for improvement. It was thus decided to 
introduce a controlled vocabulary for subject indexing and retrieval.  
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4. Evaluation of candidate vocabularies 
Introduction 
A fundamental consideration for each of the elements in the recommended schema was 
whether or not it should be controlled. The previous chapter pointed to the need to use a 
controlled vocabulary for subject indexing, i.e. the Topic element, particularly given that the 
current system did not allow readily for content-based retrieval. The table below shows which 
elements the project team considered required a controlled vocabulary, and whether one was 
already being used.  
Table 1: Elements needed or pre-existing 
Element Need for control Pre-existing vocabulary 
Project title No No 
Project acronym No N/A 
Lead researcher No N/A 
Co-researcher No N/A 
Lead institution Yes Yes 
Partner institution Yes (partly) Yes (partly) 
Funding body Yes N/A 
Project ID No N/A 
Grant type Yes N/A 
Project summary No No 
Year of completion (Yes) (Yes) 
Topic Yes No 
Discipline Yes Yes 
Author keyword No N/A 
Project website URL No No 
Related project No N/A 
Resource type Yes No 
Resource title No No 
Resource author No No 
ISBN (Yes) N/A 
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Element Need for control Pre-existing vocabulary 
DOI (Yes) N/A 
Year of publication (Yes) N/A 
 
OLT’s list of institutions eligible for grants was considered sufficient as the vocabulary for the 
lead and most partner institutions; this would for the most part reflect existing indexing. 
Funding body, Grant type, Topic and Resource type were not controlled in the current system; 
Discipline was controlled, though imperfectly, by means of the ASCED vocabulary (Australian 
Bureau of Statistics, 2001). It was noted that both the Topic and Resource type elements might 
already be adequately covered by existing published vocabularies, and that a range of 
vocabularies were available for the Discipline element. These vocabularies were evaluated for 
their applicability to this project; if one or more were appropriate, both the short and long-term 
effort required to develop a new vocabulary from scratch would be saved.  
Evaluation of subject thesauri for the Topic and Discipline elements 
Candidate subject thesauri 
The following subject thesauri, pertaining to both Topic and Discipline elements, were 
identified for evaluation. Only English-language vocabularies freely accessible on the Web were 
investigated, given the likelihood that the selected vocabulary would need to be looked up at 
source. 
Australian Thesaurus of Education Descriptors (ATED) 
British Education Thesaurus (BET) 
‘Education terms’ from the UK Department of Education (UK) 
ÉDUthès: thésaurus de l’éducation (EDU) 
ERIC Thesaurus (ERIC)  
European Education Thesaurus (EET) 
European Training Thesaurus (ETT) 
Schools Online Thesaurus (SCOT) 
Thesaurus for Education Systems in Europe (TESE) 
UNESCO-IBE Education Thesaurus (IBE) 
VOCED Thesaurus (VOC) 
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Their applicability was evaluated in two ways, namely, by expert analysis and by search query 
matching. 
Expert analysis 
The thesauri were analysed independently by two indexing experts from the project team, 
according to the following nine criteria, which were based on thesaurus standards such as 
Aitchison, Gilchrist and Bawden (2000).   




5. Geographic coverage 
6. Maintenance 
7. Licensing and cost 
8. Usability and support 
9. Interoperability 
 
For each criterion, both experts used a rating scale of 5-1: ‘5’ represented an ‘excellent’ level of 
applicability; ‘3’ represented a satisfactory level; whereas ‘2’ indicated an unacceptable lack of 
applicability, as a ‘base’ vocabulary. The overall scores are shown in Appendix D. Both experts 
individually rated ATED highest, scoring it 42 and 39 points respectively.  
Search query matching 
To triangulate the results of the expert analysis, each thesaurus was tested for its coverage of a 
list of the most common search terms logged by the Resource Library system in two one-week 
periods. The results are presented in Appendix D. ATED and SCOT covered the most one-word 
terms; for the multi-word terms, ATED again came out in front, with the most full matches, by 
some distance, and also the equal most full and partial matches combined.  
Conclusions 
The ATED vocabulary presents itself as the best candidate of the relevant vocabularies currently 
available for the recording of subjects represented in the Resource Library. Although it is not a 
perfect fit, covering as it does the field of education more broadly than higher education, it is a 
very good fit. Further, close inspection indicates that many of the terms in most of its facets 
have potential applicability to the Resource Library, and so it was decided to use the thesaurus 
in its entirety. Nevertheless, as it was not a perfect fit, use would be made of the existing 
uncontrolled keywords in the Library, to prepare ATED for its use in the project, as described in 
the next chapter. 
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Evaluation of vocabularies specifically for the Discipline element 
Discipline vocabularies  
The following controlled vocabularies, pertaining specifically to the Discipline element, were 
identified for evaluation. Again, only vocabularies freely accessible on the Web were 
investigated. 
Australian Standard Classification of Education (ASCED) 
Classification of Instructional Programs (CIP) 
International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED) 
 
Expert analysis 
The vocabularies’ applicability was evaluated by means of expert analysis. The same two 
experts analysed the three vocabularies according to the same nine criteria used in the subject 
thesaurus evaluation, though using slightly different scales. The results are set out in the tables 
on the following page.   
The tables indicate that both experts rated the ASCED vocabulary the most applicable, and both 
considered it to be adoptable against all criteria. It should be noted that the ASCED vocabulary 
is the most widely used in Australian higher education. 
Table 2: Ratings by Expert A 
Criterion ASCED CIP ISCED 
Terminology 4 5 4 
Structure 4 4 4 
Scope 5 5 5 
Depth 4 3 3 
Locality 5 4 4 
Intellectual 
maintenance 4 3 4 
Cost 5 5 5 
Usability & 
support 4 4 3 
Interoperability 3 4 3 
Total 38 37 35 
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Table 3: Ratings by Expert B 
Criterion ASCED CIP ISCED 
Terminology 3 3 3 
Structure 3 1 2 
Scope 3 2 2 
Depth 2 2 2 
Locality 3 0 1 
Intellectual 
maintenance 2 2 2 
Cost 2 2 2 
Usability & 
support 2 2 2 
Interoperability 2 2 1 
Total 22 16 17 
 
 
ASCED versus ATED 
The next step was to compare the ASCED vocabulary with that found, for disciplines, in ATED. 
This was done through a mapping exercise, from the ASCED codes to the ATED descriptors. The 
table in Appendix E shows the extent to which ASCED is covered by ATED: about half of the 
ASCED discipline fields are not specifically covered by ATED. This applies to broad levels as well 
as lower levels. However, the converse does not appear to be true: ASCED covers most of the 
fields entered in ATED.  
The greater coverage of ASCED, coupled with its current application in the OLT system and 
Australian academics’ relative familiarity with it, lead to the decision to adopt ASCED as a 
specific vocabulary for the Discipline element. However, ATED would still be used to cover 
disciplinary aspects of the Topic (parent) element in the separate subject index. This will 
support those end-users who search for subjects exclusively on ATED, instead of combining 
terms from both ATED and ASCED.   
Evaluation of a resource type list 
The DCMI Type Vocabulary, extended by Australian Learning Resource Type (ALRT), was 
identified as the most promising candidate for the Resource type vocabulary; the relevant lists 
in the bibliographic standards, Resource Description and Access and MARC21, were also 
considered for analysis, but rejected as being of too general applicability.  
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The applicability of the vocabulary was evaluated by the two experts, according to a subset of 
the criteria employed above (with different scales used). Neither expert rated the vocabulary as 
adoptable with respect to its content, so it was decided not to adopt it for the project. There is 
insufficient depth in the ALRT extension, which contains only two terms, to cover the types of 
resource provided by the Resource Library.  
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5. Development of vocabularies 
Introduction 
In order to prepare the Australian Thesaurus of Education Descriptors (ATED) for use in the 
reindexing of the Resource Library, the database’s existing, uncontrolled keywords were 
mapped to the thesaurus. In addition, new vocabularies were developed for the Resource type, 
Grant type and Funding body elements of the new schema. 
Development of ATED  
The keywords used in the Library were examined for their conceptual and terminological fit 
with ATED. A total of 1,593 terms were extracted from the keyword index and initially 
examined for exact matches with ATED terms. Most of the exact matches, as well as near 
matches that were different only in syntax, were identified and discarded; a few matches were 
retained where a conceptual difference was considered possible. The remaining 1,160 terms 
were scrutinised by ACER members of the project team, who were expert in the application, 
and development, of ATED, as well as by domain and other indexing experts. The table below 
outlines the results. 
Table 4: Categories of keyword terms 
Category Definition n 
A Terms conceptually and terminologically adequately covered by ATED 934 
B Terms out of scope (i.e. proper nouns) 108 
C Terms in scope and not conceptually covered by ATED, lacking sufficient  
literary warrant 
65 
D Terms in scope and not conceptually covered by ATED, with sufficient 
literary warrant 
30 
E Terms in scope, conceptually but not terminologically covered by ATED, 
lacking sufficient literary warrant 
2 
F Terms in scope, conceptually but not terminologically covered by ATED, 
with sufficient literary warrant 
21 
  1160 
 
The 51 terms in categories D and F (listed in Appendix F) were incorporated into ATED as 
descriptors and USE references respectively. Terms in categories C and E were kept in view for 
possible later inclusion, if and when the literature warrants it. Terms in category B could be 
added as identifiers, where appropriate, during the reindexing.  
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Resource type vocabulary 
A long list of ‘resource types’ was compiled using the thesauri (including ATED) evaluated 
earlier, by searching each of the thesauri for the terms: ‘curriculum material(s)’, ‘curriculum 
resource(s)’, ‘teaching material(s)’ and ‘teaching resource(s)’. As well as the terms found, their 
narrower terms (NTs) and related terms (RTs) were also added, as were the NTs of the NTs and 
RTs, etc., and the Australian Learning Resource Types, ‘Assessment resource’ and ‘Teacher 
guide’, and also some of the uncontrolled terms already used in the Resource Library for 
resource types. Duplicate terms were eliminated. The list was then reduced further by 
eliminating those terms that pertained primarily to subject, rather than form, and those types 
unlikely to ever be represented in the Library; and by merging synonyms and near-synonyms. 
This left a short list of about 70 types that were analysed for facet. A provisional set of six facets 
were identified: media type, project outputs, reference materials, teachers’ resources, student 
resources and assessment resources.  
A survey of how users and prospective users viewed the Library’s resources was conducted by 
means of an online questionnaire; 17 responses were collected. The first question asked 
participants to list resource types they would expect/like to find in the Library; the second 
question asked them to sort half of the terms in the provisional short list; the third question, to 
list any more relevant resource types they could think of; and the fourth question to sort the 
other half of the short list into the predetermined facets.  
For the first and third questions, 55 and 19 terms were identified as valid and mapped onto the 
provisional taxonomy, respectively. Largely they mapped at about the same level; those that 
did not, or did not map at all, were considered for possible inclusion; accordingly, three terms 
were added to the short list.  
The groupings used by the participants for the second question were then analysed. Although 
these did not always map very accurately to the facets in the provisional taxonomy, only one 
difference was identified as a pattern: participants tended to sort types into instructional and 
curriculum resources, rather than teachers’ and student resources. This was confirmed by 
responses to question 4, in which types placed in the provisional teachers’ and student 
resource facets by the researcher were often not so placed by the  
The question 4 sortings were analysed closely, type by type. Where a majority of respondents 
placed a type under a different facet, the type was moved accordingly. In some cases, where 
sortings for a type were disparate, the type was eliminated by merging it with another type. 
The types in the teachers’ and student facets were re-sorted into instructional and curriculum 
resource groupings. A couple of other amendments were made after other members of the 
project team and a previous taxonomy used by the Carrick Institute were consulted.  
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It was anticipated that amendments to the taxonomy might be made through the reindexing 
exercise, but in the event only a few adjustments were made; the final version was included as 
part of the indexing guidelines provided to the OLT (see Appendix G). 
Grant type vocabulary 
The name of the grant program supporting each of a sample of 60 projects was identified 
according to its final report, where applicable. The table below shows these names. 
Table 5: Grant program names 
Grant program n 
Competitive  8 
Leadership for Excellence 7 
Priority Projects  7 
Discipline Studies 5 
National Teaching Development  5 
Fellowship Program 3 
National Teaching Fellowship 3 
Special Initiatives Reserve 2 
Strategic Priority Projects 2 
Promoting Excellence Initiative 1 
Not applicable/unspecified 17 
 
The project team discussed these results and concluded that many of these specific names 
would rarely be searched on by users, and that broad categories of grant would be searched on 
far more often. These categories were identified as Projects, Fellowships, Networks and Other, 
and introduced as the Grant type vocabulary. 
Funding body vocabulary 
The funding body for each of the projects in the Resource Library was identified through the 
final reports. Appendix H contains table with the bodies and frequencies, by year. 
The two bodies associated with one project each are regarded as anomalous; the remaining six 
bodies, listed below, were recommended as the Funding body vocabulary. 
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Office for Learning and Teaching (OLT) 
Australian Learning and Teaching Council (ALTC) 
Carrick Institute for Learning and Teaching in Higher Education (Carrick)  
Australian Universities Teaching Committee (AUTC)  
Committee for University Teaching & Staff Development (CUTSD)  
Committee for the Advancement of University Teaching (CAUT) 
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6. Key qualities of effective project summaries 
Introduction  
An important element of the new schema was Project summary. Most of the projects 
represented in the Resource Library had ‘executive summaries’ in final reports that could be 
regarded as project summaries. For future authors, a small user survey, as well as a literature 
review, was conducted to ascertain those aspects of project summaries that made them 
particularly useful aids to the selection (and de-selection) of project resources.  
Survey 
A survey of users and prospective users of the Resource Library was designed with the aim of 
identifying positive and negative aspects of project summaries for retrieval purposes. Twenty-
four participants, recruited from the initial user survey, were asked to identify aspects of five 
summaries that would help or hinder them in deciding whether to download the corresponding 
project resources. The participants chose their five summaries from a sample of 20 summaries 
extracted from final reports in the Library. The sample itself was selected according to the 
topicality of the project titles, with subjects of broad interest (as judged by the researchers) 
preferred, from an initial sample of 60 summaries generated in quasi-random fashion. The 
participants were also asked to rate the usefulness of each summary. 
The qualitative responses were coded by two members of the project team, working 
independently. The resulting set of labels was then analysed for common themes, and two 
similar taxonomies resulted, for positive and negative comments. First, comments were divided 
into those pertaining to readability and those pertaining to content. In the ‘readability’ theme, 
several sub-themes emerged, including clarity, brevity, structure and layout; in some cases 
these were further divided. In the ‘content’ theme, as well as general comprehensiveness, 
various elements of content, or the omission of them, were noted, and a few other aspects, 
such as accuracy and bias. Based on the frequency of comments relating to each aspect was 
considered, a general picture of the participants’ views constructed, summarised as follows. 
Summaries should be clear, concise, well structured. The use of dot points, headings, 
examples and definitions is encouraged; jargon and dense writing should be avoided. 
Summaries should cover all the key aspects of the project, including aims, context and 
rationale, inputs (e.g. details of participants), methodology, findings, 
recommendations and outputs (e.g. exemplars and other resources), as well as links or 
references to other project materials (e.g. the project website).   
Literature review 
These views were then compared to those to be found in the literature, especially those 
embodied in standards such as the Guidelines for Abstracts, ANSI/NISO 239.14; they were 
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broadly aligned, even though the latter did not only pertain to the context of selection. 
Intelligibility was emphasised, as was conciseness, and the avoidance of jargon. Structured 
abstracts are often considered preferable. For research reports, the elements required were 
established as purpose, methodology, results and conclusions. ‘Inputs’ and ‘outputs’ were 
emphasised less, but probably because they pertained more to the particular kind of summary 
that the Resource Library is concerned with, i.e. the summary of projects with funded, formal 
inputs and the expectation of sharable, concrete (and deposited) outputs.  
The survey results were also compared in particular with those reported by Montesi and 
Urdiciain (2006), since their methodology was similar to that used in this project’s survey and 
since one of their user groups consisted of educationalists, assessing abstracts in the field of 
education. Their participants identified similar problems to those identified by this project’s 
participants, including: unclear terminology, over-condensation, missing/unclear aims, 
methodology, results, conclusions or reasons for doing the project, structural issues, lack of a 
formal register, and issues around layout. In addition, the OLT survey highlighted: the need for 
brevity, which would probably have been less applicable in the Montesi and Urdiciain study, as 
the abstracts would likely have been shorter; the value of dot points and examples; and the 
interest in input and output details (as above).  
The need for brevity was reinforced by the inverse correlation between ratings and length of 
the sample Resource Library summaries, which ranged between 248 and 1,278 words, with a 
median of 605. It appears therefore that the ANSI/NISO standard of a page or 300 words is 
nearer the mark than the new OLT guidelines of three pages (for the executive summary), 
which even exceeds the longest summary in the sample. 
Recommendations 
It is recommended that the advice based on the survey, as presented in bold above, be 
highlighted in a future version of the OLT reporting guidelines for project teams. It is also 
recommended that the guideline on the length of the executive summary be reviewed, given its 
departure from external standards and norms, and the findings from the user survey.  
 
A selected bibliography from the literature review is provided in Appendix I. 
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7. Implementation  
System constraints 
The implementation of the schema and vocabularies developed in the project was constrained 
by the limits of the content management system used by the OLT and the associated system 
management procedures. These limits were explored by the project team through a series of 
discussions with the OLT staff and their IT support team, and through visits to the OLT offices to 
access and test the software. It was established that changes to the database structure and the 
user interface to the system would not be possible during the life of this project. 
One consequence of this was that full-text searching could not be implemented, even though 
most of the resources in the Library were stored in PDF format. It was also established that 
implementing different record display options would not be practicable.  
The most problematic system constraint was that of the hard-coding of the template used to 
create and edit records. This meant that new fields could not be added and displayed, although 
new taxonomies could be created and values therein could be linked to the records and thus 
searched on (but not displayed). It was not considered worthwhile, or appropriate, to create 
artificial taxonomies for most of the elements in the recommended schema that were not 
already covered by the system.  
Adaption to constraints 
The lack of record display options meant that the project team had to choose whether to index 
primarily at the project or resource level. As most elements pertained to project, and as the 
existing indexing had mostly been done at this level, it was decided to reindex accordingly. 
Multiple entries for multiple resources could be made for Resource title, Resource type and 
Resource author.  
The value of the elements, Project ID, Related project, ISBN, DOI and Year of publication 
diminishes if they cannot be displayed. Given the large overlap between authors and 
researchers, it was decided not to create taxonomies for the Lead and Co-researcher elements 
either, even though the prominence of the ‘Authors’ field in the existing interface somewhat 
compromised the project-level indexing.   
The proposed Funding body taxonomy could have been created and applied, but it was not 
considered important enough against the incapacity of the system to display its values. On the 
other hand, the Grant type taxonomy was considered sufficiently important, and was duly 
created and applied. Meanwhile, ATED descriptors and non-ATED identifiers were added to the 
‘Keyword’ (i.e. subject) taxonomy; ASCED was used to edit the Discipline taxonomy; and values 
from the new Resource type vocabulary were added to the existing Resource type taxonomy.   
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In addition, there were two fields that had not been used, but that were available in the 
template, namely, ‘Project short title’ and ‘Project summary’. The former was used for the 
Project acronym element. However, the latter was not used, because it was indexed as well as 
displayed by the system, and the positive effect of the controlled subject vocabulary could well 
have been severely reduced as a result -- it was not clear that the search engine could properly 
weight the different fields.  
The implementation plan was revised accordingly, in light of the system constraints outlined 
above, and agreed to by the OLT. Detailed guidelines for the reindexing of the Resource Library 
were drawn up and discussed with the two professional indexers recruited for the exercise. The 
guidelines were subsequently adjusted slightly for the purposes of the ongoing indexing; the 
final version, which has been provided to the OLT, can be found in Appendix G.  
Reindexing  
The reindexing was done between February and April 2015 by two accredited members of the 
Australian and New Zealand Society of Indexers. Afterwards, the indexers provided the OLT 
staff with training for the ongoing indexing, based on the guidelines, and helped resolve certain 
system issues, e.g. around the new Grant type filter and the old indexing. (They also provided 
OLT with a list of broken links for follow-up.)  
In total, 703 records were edited by the indexers, with 1,571 different subject keywords being 
used in these records.   
Through the reindexing a few adjustments were made to the Resource type taxonomy, 
although most of the types had been found to be applicable. Also, the ATED descriptors 
covered virtually all the topics identified by the indexers -- a testament, in part, to the work 
undertaken to prepare the thesaurus for the reindexing exercise.  
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8. Evaluation of reindexing 
This chapter presents the findings of the document retrieval experiment conducted to evaluate 
the new subject indexing in the OLT Resource Library. Phase 2 of the project (see Chapter 3) 
provided baseline system performance data for the previous uncontrolled keyword indexing; 
the experiment was repeated after the reindexing of the database was completed. The same 
search queries were used to answer the same search questions; the same two information 
professionals were also employed to serve as relevance judges for additional documents that 
were retrieved from the reindexed Resource Library.  
To allow for direct comparison, however, searches were defined more narrowly than they had 
been in phase 2, when the follow-up use of the search filter immediately after the return of 
documents had been counted as part of the same search; only the data from those search 
questions for which initial and final searches had not involved use of the search filter were 
included in the analysis in this evaluation phase, thus excluding the data from four search 
questions. For the remaining questions, the number of relevant documents ranged from 0 to 
57, with an average of 18. 
Experimental results 
The experimental results indicate that the search system before our database reindexing 
exercise, discounting the follow-up use of the filter, had only able to find about one fourth 
(average recall = 0.251, n = 66) of relevant documents through initial queries. About one third 
of retrieved resources were deemed relevant (average precision = 0.376, n = 66). After the 
database reindexing, the results revealed that the search system is able to find more than one 
third (average recall = 0.371, n = 66) of relevant document through initial queries. About half of 
retrieved items were deemed relevant (average precision = 0.504, n = 66). 
To determine whether the reindexing has caused this improvement, we constructed mixed-
effects models to fit the data (Bates, Mächler,Bolker, & Walker, 2014; Carterette, Kanoulas, & 
Yilmaz, 2011; Robertson & Kanoulas, 2012). The variables of the reindexing and searchers, and 
their interactions, were considered fixed effects, whereas a by-searcher intercept and topics 
were treated as random variables (Barr, Levy, Scheepers, & Tily, 2013). Results showed that 
there are statistically significant differences in system performance in terms of the precision 
measure for initial (F= 10.97, p < .05) and last queries (F = 17.81, p < .0001) for the reindexing. 
There are also statistically significant differences in system performance in terms of the recall 
measure for initial (F = 12.39, p < .001) and last queries (F = 8.13, p < .05) for the reindexing. 
This suggests that the reindexing has substantially improved the system performance of the 
OLT Resource Library. The results are presented pictorially below. 
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Figure 1: System performance of initial and last queries by precision 
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9.Audit of the Resource Library’s contents  
Introduction 
The aim of this audit was to explore the scope of the projects within the library to identify 
concentrations and gaps to help inform future funding priorities. It was intended that by 
comparing the discipline coverage to the discipline coverage of students within the sector, any 
historical concentrations in funding or gaps in funding for particular disciplines might be 
uncovered. Similarly, it was intended that by looking at the number of projects within the 
library within each of the subject/topic categories, any historical concentrations in funding or 
gaps in funding for particular topics would be revealed. The data drawn upon for this analysis 
was a count of the projects within the library  indexed with particular Australian Standard 
Classification of Education (ASCED) discipline codes and Australian Thesaurus of Education 
Descriptors (ATED) subject categories, along with the frequency of use of subject descriptors 
within each ATED category.  
 
Projects by discipline 
Table 6 shows the number of projects within the resource library indexed with each ASCED 
discipline category and the percentage of projects within each discipline. The final column 
shows the percentage of students within the Australian Higher Education sector studying 
courses within each discipline for comparison purposes. A significant number of funded 
projects do not fall within an ASCED discipline category. This suggests a strong interest in issues 
and applications that do not fall specifically within a discipline, but are relevant more broadly 
across the sector. 
Table 6: Projects by discipline category 
ASCED discipline category 
Number of 
projects % 
% students in 
sector (2013) * 
Not Disciplinary Based 267 NA 
 
Health 83 24% 
15% 
Natural and Physical Sciences 63 18% 
8% 
Society and Culture 59 17% 
22% 
Engineering and Related Technologies 37 11% 
7% 
Education 25 7% 
10% 
Management and Commerce 23 7% 
26% 
Creative Arts 21 6% 
7% 
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ASCED discipline category 
Number of 
projects % 
% students in 
sector (2013) * 
Architecture and Building 18 5% 
2% 
Information Technology 12 3% 
4% 
Agriculture, Environmental and Related Studies 6 2% 
1% 
Food, Hospitality and Personal Services 2 1% 
0% 
Mixed Field Programs 0 0% 
1% 
 
* Data from http://highereducationstatistics.education.gov.au/ 
Noteworthy within Table 6 is the substantial underrepresentation of the ‘Management and 
Commerce’ disciplines and the ‘Society and Culture’ disciplines, and the over representation of 
the ‘Health’ and ‘Natural and Physical Sciences’ disciplines compared to the proportion of 
students within the sector studying within these disciplines. There is a range of reasons one 
could hypothesise for these differences between the discipline mix of students in Australian 
higher education and the number of discipline specific projects awarded by the OLT.  However, 
it is noteworthy that the ‘Health’ and ‘Science’ disciplines also tend to receive a larger 
proportion of government research grants (e.g. from the ARC and the NHMRC) and so it is 
possible that the larger proportion of OLT grants awarded within these disciplines is reflective 
of a stronger grant application culture within these disciplines.   
 
Projects by ATED subject category 
 
Table 7 shows the number of projects indexed with subject descriptors within each of the 
leading 10 ATED subject categories. It is important to note that projects can be indexed by 
more than one subject descriptor and so the total frequency will be greater than the number of 
projects within the resource library. We have chosen to focus on subject categories as the high 
level category rather than the subject terms at the top of the subject descriptor hierarchy. 
Subject descriptors (of which there are over 6,000) are each associated with a single subject 
category (of which there are 41), as well as making up a hierarchy through associations within 
the descriptors themselves, with 121 of these descriptors at the top of the tree. Importantly, 
the subject descriptor hierarchy allows a subject term to appear under more than one parent 
term, whereas each subject descriptor has a single subject category parent. The simpler 
hierarchical structure and the smaller number of nodes at the top of the tree made the subject 
category hierarchy more suitable as the focus for this analysis. 
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Table 7: Projects by leading subject category 
ATED Subject Category Number projects indexed 
SC: 320 Educational process: institutional perspectives 273 
SC: 310 Educational process: classroom perspectives 260 
SC: 330 Educational process: societal perspectives 258 
SC: 520 Social processes and structures 196 
SC: 400 Curriculum subjects 161 
SC: 490 Science and technology 159 
SC: 210 Health and safety 144 
SC: 350 Curriculum organisation 143 
SC: 710 Information / communications systems 119 
SC: 340 Educational levels, qualifications and organisations 97 
 
Most common subject descriptors 
In order to provide a picture of the kinds of projects appearing under each of the leading 
subject categories, tables showing the most frequently used subject descriptors under each of 
the five leading subject categories have been provided in Appendix J. In order to explore 
whether there were any other highly used subject descriptors aside from those that emerged 
through this analysis of subject descriptors within the leading subject categories, an analysis of 
the frequency of use of all subject descriptors was also carried out. Table 8 shows the subject 
descriptors with the highest frequency of use. 
Table 8: Leading subject descriptors 
ATED Term Number of projects indexed 
Educational leadership 62 
Curriculum development 45 
Student assessment 41 
Academic standards 30 
Academic staff development 28 
Best practice 27 
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Online learning 26 
Undergraduate study 26 
Capacity building 26 
Interdisciplinary approach 25 
Engineering education 25 
Science education 22 
Medical education 21 
Nursing education 21 
 
The two descriptors appearing in Table 8 which did not appear under the most used subject 
categories (see Appendix J) are ‘Curriculum development’ (which is under the Subject Category 
‘Curriculum organisation’) and ‘Undergraduate study’ (which is under the Subject Category 
‘Educational levels, qualifications and organisations’). The high number of projects indexed 
under these descriptors is not surprising, given the importance of these areas. The remainder 
not already mentioned in the subject category analysis are discipline descriptors. The frequency 
of use of these discipline descriptors is consistent with the most common ASCED discipline 
descriptors discussed above, with engineering, science and health/medical science again 
appearing most frequently. 
 
Categories and terms with surprisingly few resources  
In order to explore whether there are topic areas which have been underrepresented within 
the projects funded by the OLT and predecessors, an analysis of the less frequently used 
subject categories was undertaken. Table 9 shows the subject categories with the least projects 
indexed. 
Table 9: Subject categories with the least projects indexed 
ATED Subject Category Number of projects indexed 
SC: 230 Mental health 20 
SC: 730 Publication / document types 19 
SC: 410 Agriculture and natural resources 18 
SC: 450 Language and speech 18 
SC: 610 Government and politics 17 
SC: 220 Disabilities 12 
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ATED Subject Category Number of projects indexed 
SC: 540 Bias and equity 12 
SC: 460 Reading 9 
SC: 830 Tests and scales 9 
SC: 510 The Individual in social context 8 
SC: 550 Human geography 6 
SC: 240 Counselling 5 
SC: 440 Languages 4 
SC: 470 Physical education and recreation 3 
SC: 530 Social problems 1 
SC: 910 Equipment 0 
 
Most noteworthy here is the limited number of projects or resources tagged under the ‘Mental 
Health’, ‘Disabilities’, ‘Bias and equity’, ‘The individual in the social context’, and ‘Social 
problems’ categories. Given the importance of retention to many universities and the focus 
within recent government policy initiatives on inclusiveness, the relatively small number of 
projects funded within these areas is noteworthy. Finally, the relatively few projects or 
resources tagged under the ‘Government and politics’ category is also noteworthy. It is unclear 
whether this reflects a reluctance by the OLT and predecessor bodies to fund projects focussing 
on potentially controversial projects under this category, or whether it reflects a relatively low 
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10. Recommendations for further improvement 
As noted in Chapter 7, system constraints did not allow for a full redesign of the Resource 
Library. The following recommendations summarise modifications suggested by this project 
that could further improve the usability of the Library.  
(a) That the current content management system used by the OLT is replaced by a system 
that accommodates the recommendations listed below and that only the new, cleaned-
up data is migrated across to it.  
 
(b) That the schema of bibliographic elements recommended in this project is implemented 
in full, according to the table in Appendix K. An exception to this may be the Lead and Co-
Researcher elements, since they would require the addition of a large amount of metadata 
for the existing resources that might not be worthwhile, given that the existing ‘Author/s’ 
field would mostly cover the same persons.  
 
(c) That the following fields in the Resource Library system are automatically linked to the 
applicable fields in the grant management system: Project title, Lead researcher, Co-
researcher, Lead institution, Partner institution, Year of completion (i.e. submission), 
Project ID, and Project website URL.  
 
(d) That the project summary is stipulated as a page in length and entered as a separate 
component of the final project submission, so that it can automatically feed into the 
Resource Library system, and that its nature is in line with the advice provided in Chapter 
6. 
 
(e) That the final project submission also includes author keywords, which are automatically 
fed into the Resource Library system and then edited by OLT staff, as required. 
 
(f) That Digital Object Identifiers are sought and assigned for all final project reports, based 
on their ISBNs. 
 
(g) That identifiers for researchers, such as ORCIDs, are considered as an additional element 
to facilitate disambiguation and improve the database’s visibility. There are various 
systems available, as discussed in the paper first tabled at the project meeting in December 
2014 (see Appendix L). 
  
 
National Learning and Teaching Resource Audit and Classification  31 
Search interface 
(h)  That three record display options are introduced, as a minimum: brief, full and resource 
record (customisable displays might also be considered). Results would automatically 
return a list of brief records, with basic information about the project; users would be given 
the choice of expanding each brief record to the full project record and also of bringing up 
a record for each resource from the project. The fields to be included in the three display 
types are listed in Appendix K.  
 
(i)  That the A-Z search is replaced by subject browse based on ATED, using its reference  
      structure. 
 
(j)  That a clear introduction on the Library’s front page be added, outlining its contents  
      and with links to similar libraries. 
 
Functionality 
(k) That all those elements marked for indexing in Appendix K are indexed and searchable via 
the advanced search interface. 
 
(l) That the textual content of the resources is searchable.  
 
(m) That advanced search functions are provided, including predictive text, update alerts (e.g. 
through RSS feeds) and a recommender system (linking to ‘similar projects’). 
 
(n) That search results can be converted to citations and exported, emailed, etc. 
 
Content 
(o) That OLT (or its successor) considers expanding the contents of the Resource Library to 
include related materials, such as projects in progress, upcoming events, and successful 
award and grant applications, and that the demarcation between the different databases 
on the OLT website is reviewed. 
 
Web 2.0 
(p) That the capacity for social interaction is enabled, so that users may add comments to 




National Learning and Teaching Resource Audit and Classification  32 
External discoverability 
(q) That the content of the Resource Library is indexed in academic discovery services 
including Google Scholar, Trove, the Australian Education Index and Open Education 
repositories, as well as being optimised for search engines globally. 
 
(r) That the publication of Resource Library content as Linked Data is considered. 
 
Training and quality control 
(s) That those responsible for indexing new resources are provided with the indexing 
guidelines developed in this project and trained in their application, including in the use 
of ATED. 
 
(t) That the creation and maintenance of metadata be outsourced to an indexing agency or 
that professional librarians/indexers are employed directly to ensure that records meet 
the standards of key discovery services. Until the above recommendation is implemented, 
the indexing should be checked every two years by a professional indexer.  
(u) That the database indexers alert ACER staff via ated@acer.edu.au when topics not 
covered by ATED are encountered in new projects. These will be considered for inclusion 
in future ATED updates. 
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Non-refereed 
Hider, P. (2014).  Librarians and academics join forces in OLT project. Incite, 35(9), 24. 
In preparation 
Hider, P., Spiller, B., Mitchell, P., Parkes, R., Liu, Y.H., Gerts, C., Daws, C., Dalgarno, B., & 
Bennett, S. Enhancing a subject vocabulary for Australian education. For The Indexer. 
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Appendix A: Certification by Deputy Vice-Chancellor 
 
Certification by Deputy Vice-Chancellor (or equivalent) 
I certify that all parts of the final report for this OLT grant/fellowship (remove as appropriate) 
provide an accurate representation of the implementation, impact and findings of the project, 
and that the report is of publishable quality.  
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Appendix B 
1) Whether anyone is creating games or apps for teaching/learning literacy or 
research skills. 
2) curriculum renewal incorporating blended learning 
3) I would be looking at blended learning for communication studies, or for 
sociology or social sciences. 
4) projects about work integrated learning 
5) I am interested in the history of online learning and teaching. 
6) Search for projects related to service learning in higher education 
7) Looking for any records which relate to internationalisation, international 
strategy, international education 
8) What teaching innovations in software development education have been 
initiated in Australian universities.  Search terms include: innovation; learning 
and teaching; software; ICT (and expanded) IT (and expanded); Software 
Engineering 
9) Blended learning resources for higher education.   Search terms: blended 
learning, flipped classroom, flipped learning, 
10) Meeting the needs of a diverse student cohort in work integrated learning - 
terms included:  Work Integrated Learning  Inclusive Practice in Work 
Integrated Learning  Student diversity and work integrated learning  Graduate 
Capabilities  Student agency and building graduate capabilities that employers 
seek  Industry and work integrated learning 
11) student agency   classroom democracy 
12) establishing scholarship of learning and teaching in a tertiary institution   
13) development and deployment of learning objects to support leadership 
competency development in undergraduate students 
14) use of external peer review in verifying or assessing academic standards 
15) I would like to pull out studies that have looked at strategies for developing 
and using blended learning in science.  Possible keywords would be science 
(but this could include lots of alternative inclusions, e.g. social science), 
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blended learning (or possibly online learning, flexible delivery etc).   
16) Assessment in Teaching Education Professional Experience   
17) Threshold learning outcomes in Arts and Humanities. 
18) Attraction and retention strategies higher education students  -  
19) project reports on HDR leadership 
20) Projects considering development opportunities and standards for sessional  
teachers 
21) Pre-service teacher, practicum, learning and teaching, 
22) The role of Visual Literacy and Data Visualisations in Undergraduate 
coursework to help students understand complex concepts 
23) Discipline-specific uses of learning technologies. 
24) I might look for resources on the student experience - search terms would 
include:    Student experience, student as producer, change agents, student 
engagement 
25) Quality Assurance - calibration/moderation/benchmarking - tools 
26) Science, assessment 
27) I would like to search for other projects related to assessment and feedback. 
Search terms would include the following:  higher education assessment  
feedback 
28) Currently am interested in linking approaches to curriculum design and 
assessment with approaches to assurance of learning in a standards based 
environment. 
29) Research on academic integrity/plagiarism/first year student 
experience/embedding 
30) Information about assessment rubrics 
31) Leadership Higher Education  ELearning 
32) Typically I would start by looking for a particular grant or fellowship holder's 
name (say "Boud").   
33) My colleagues and I as academic developers are working on an application for 
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a project that will help support early career academics in developing 
scholarship of teaching and learning, and work in interdisciplinary teams to 
enhance their careers 
34) assessment of learning outcomes 
35) student grievances and appeals - search on student complaints, student 
appeals   
36) I search regularly for the discipline threshold standards. 
37) design, implementation and evaluation of assessment methods 
38) Projects related to assessment of teamwork 
39) I am in the process of investigating online learning and blended learning 
approaches to teaching and learning and so will be continuing my search for 
information and resources in the area.   search terms - 'online learning', 
'blended learning', 'course design', 'online assessment', 'online technologies' 
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Appendix D 
Overall scores of thesauri 
 ATED BET EDU EET ERIC ETT IBE SCOT TESE UK VOC 
Terminology 10 7 7 6 9 6 7 9 8 8 8 
Structure 8 6 7 7 8 8 9 8 8 6 6 
Scope 7 6 7 6 7 6 7 4 8 6 6 
Depth 10 9 8 7 10 5 8 5 8 6 6 
Locality 10 7 6 6 7 6 7 10 6 5 10 
Maintenance 10 7 8 6 10 7 9 9 9 9 6 
Cost 8 6 8 6 7 6 10 10 10 9 9 
Usability and 
support 
9 6 7 6 10 5 6 10 5 9 5 
Interoperability 9 6 8 7 7 5 6 10 8 10 8 
RATING 81 60 66 57 75 54 69 75 70 68 64 
 
Matching of single word query terms 
Search term ATED BET EDU EET ERIC ETT IBE SCOT TESE UK VOC 
TOTAL – Y 19 14 13 10 18 10 15 19 14 15 13 
TOTAL - N 3 8 9 12 4 12 7 3 8 7 9 
Note: 
Y = match, with the word matching exactly a word amongst the vocabulary’s entry terms 
or references  
N = no match, with the word not matching exactly any word amongst the vocabulary’s 
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Matching of multi word query terms 
 
Search term ATED BET EDU EET ERIC ETT IBE SCOT TESE UK VOC 
TOTAL - F 18 13 8 9 13 9 11 10 7 12 12 
TOTAL - P 3 7 11 10 8 11 9 10 13 9 7 
TOTAL - N 1 2 3 3 1 2 2 2 2 1 3 
 
Note: 
F = full match, with all the words in the phrase matching exactly words amongst the 
vocabulary’s entry terms or references; the words may come from different phrases  
P = partial match, with at least one but not all the words in the phrase matching exactly 
words amongst the vocabulary’s entry terms or references; the words may come from 
different phrases 
N = no match, with none of the words in the phrase matching exactly any of the words 
amongst the vocabulary’s entry terms or references. 
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Appendix E  
ASCED-ATED mapping 










codes (All) 2 5 0 5 12 
4-digit 
codes (All) 19 15 5 31 70 
01-6 digit 
codes 
Natural and physical 
sciences 17 5 2 7 31 
02-6 digit 
codes Information Technology 6 0 2 10 18 
03-6 digit 
codes 
Engineering and Related 
Technologies 4 2 15 49 70 
04-6 digit 




and Related Studies 3 1 1 7 12 
06-6 digit 
codes Health 19 8 5 24 56 
07-6 digit 




Commerce 9 9 2 11 31 
09-6 digit 
codes Society and Culture 19 9 7 24 59 
10-6 digit 
codes Creative Arts 2 2 0 9 13 
11-6 digit 
codes 
Food, Hospitality and 
Personal Services 0 1 0 9 10 
12-6 digit 
codes Mixed Field Programmes 0 4 0 9 13 
Total 
 
104 64 42 208 418 
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Appendix F 



























Synchronous communication  




Category F terms  
Category F term Preferred term 
Academic analytics  
USE Learning analytics 
Assessment for learning  
USE Formative evaluation 
Assessment through participation  
USE Performance based assessment 
Assessment tools  
USE Measures (Individual) and Student assessment 
Capabilities  
USE Ability 
Combined degrees  
USE Double degrees 
 
National Learning and Teaching Resource Audit and Classification  45 
Category F term Preferred term 
Cultural capital  
USE Cultural literacy 
Cultural competence  
USE Cultural literacy 
Digital immigrants  
USE Digital literacy and Generation gap 
Digital natives  
USE Digital literacy and Generation gap 
Dispute resolution  
USE Grievance procedures 
Distributive leadership  
USE Distributed leadership 
Emerging technologies  
USE Technological change 
Interactive multimedia  
USE Multimedia and Interactivity 
Multiuser virtual environments  
USE Virtual learning environments 
Net generation  
USE Digital literacy and Generation gap 
Personal digital assistants  
USE Mobile devices 
Second life  
USE Virtual reality 
Threshold concepts  
USE Fundamental concepts 
Web 2.0  
USE Internet and Interactivity 
Work integrated learning  
USE Work based learning 
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Use name of project as recorded in system, including any subtitle, but amend to title case where necessary. Use a colon to 
introduce a subtitle (e.g. Nice Project: A Very Nice Project); otherwise use existing punctuation, but omit any final periods. 
Short Title 
(acronym) 
Enter any acronyms used prominently in resources and that do not occur in project name (above).    
Attachments 
Enter a title for each specific resource as presented on the resource’s title page or title page substitute. Enter a descriptive title 
that is significantly different from the project title followed by any generic designation (e.g. “final report”) as a subtitle, using the 
same style as for the Name field above (e.g. Nice Resource: Final Report). However, if any descriptive title is the same as the 
project title or an abbreviation of it, omit it, and use only the generic designation (e.g. Final Report). If variant titles are 




Enter URLs for project websites as indicated in resources, after verifying them.   
 





Use year the resources were deposited (usually current year). 
Author/s 
Enter in order presented on the title page or title page substitute of final report, and then add the names of any other authors 
given on the title page or title page substitute of each of the other resources. Enter only the name of those indicated, or 
interpreted, to have had intellectual input into the content of the resource. If a name is presented on title pages in more than 
one form, enter the fuller form.   
Enter name as first name(s) and/or initial(s) followed by surname (do not invert). Do not use titles (e.g. Mr, Dr, or Professor). For 
example:  Belinda Tynan, Phan Le Ha, Marnie Hughes-Warrington. 
Work in the Meta section is not always retained if the record is not saved before moving on to working in the Vocabularies 
section.  If entering long lists of names, it may be worthwhile saving the record immediately after entering them.  
Discipline 
Identify the academic discipline or disciplines that the project supports, that is, the discipline(s) of application. For example, 
assessment of physics students = physics. In many cases, the discipline will not be education. In some cases, there may not be a 
specific discipline supported, in which case, choose the term “non-disciplinary”.  
For each discipline identified, use, and only use, the term for the code in the Australian Standard Classification of Education 
(ASCED), 2001 (http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/0/E7779A9FD5C8D846CA256AAF001FCA5C?opendocument) that 
most closely matches. More than one term may be entered, in cases of multiple disciplines, by holding the CTRL button while 
selecting multiple terms. 
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Field Instructions 




Use the name for the lead institution, officially identified as such, as it appears on the list at http://www.olt.gov.au/eligible-
institutions, if applicable. Otherwise, use the name as it appears in the system. Only one institution to be entered in this field. 
Partner 
Institutions 
Use the name for each partner institution, officially identified as such, as it appears on the list at http://www.olt.gov.au/eligible-
institutions, if applicable. Otherwise, use the name(s) as it appears in the system. Multiple institutions may be chosen by holding 
the CTRL button while selecting institution names from the system. 
Grant type 
From the information provided in the resources, identify the applicable grant type from those below: 
• Projects  




Enter one type for each project; or no type if inadequate information is provided. 
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Field Instructions 
Keywords 
Index the subject(s) of the project, as indicated by the resources. Use the Australian Thesaurus of Education Descriptors (ATED) 
at http://cunningham.acer.edu.au/multites2007/index.html. 
Index to the most specific term available for each concept. Also add corresponding “Used for” terms (synonyms) from ATED, 
where appropriate, and terms for any concepts, such as proper nouns, not covered by ATED. Terms for concepts not covered by 
ATED but within its scope (i.e. educational concepts that aren’t proper nouns) should also be sent to ACER for consideration as 
new ATED terms or references.   
Do not index for the format of the resource here (e.g. case studies, templates, teaching guides): format is covered by the 
Resource Type field below. See further instructions on selecting ATED terms in Appendix B.   
Enter terms using initial caps and separate multiple terms with a comma. For example,  
 
“Avatars, Biology teaching, Capacity building” 
It may be convenient to copy and paste terms from ATED into Notepad, format them, and then copy and paste into the OLT 
system. This may assist with consistency in use of terms and avoid spelling errors. The ATED thesaurus is also available as an 
Excel file.  
Type of 
Resource 
Identify the resource type(s), as listed in the taxonomy in Appendix A, which apply to a significant amount of the content of each 
of the resources. Use all the specific descriptors that apply. However, in contrast to the use of ATED, do not enter non-preferred 
terms.  
Enter each term with an initial cap and separate multiple types with commas. For example, “Final reports, Websites, Case 
studies” 
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Resource Type Taxonomy 
KEY:  RT = related term, SN = scope note, USE = use preferred term indicated 
Media type USE one or more descriptors below 
Apps USE Software 
Audio  
Booklets  




Papers [USE Conference papers or Journal articles if reporting on the project] 
Photographs  
Podcasts USE Audio 
Powerpoints USE Slides (presentations) 
Reports [SN Use only if not pertaining to the project] 
Slides (presentations)  
Software  
Sound recordings USE Audio 





Project outputs USE one or more descriptors below 
Appendices [SN Use only if no other specific descriptor applies] 
Brochures [SN Use only if pertaining to the project] 
Case studies [RT Exemplars of practice] 
Conference papers [SN Use only if pertaining to the project] 
Conference programs [SN Use only if pertaining to the project] 
Discussion papers USE Papers 
Exemplars of practice [RT Case studies] 
External evaluation reports  
Final reports 
Interim reports  
Interview protocols USE Survey instruments 
Journal articles [SN Use only if pertaining to the project] 
Media releases USE Press releases 
Media reviews  
Models USE Exemplars of practice 
Position papers  
Press releases 
Project evaluations (external) USE External evaluation reports 
Questionnaires USE Survey instruments 
Scenarios USE Case Studies 
Supplementary reports [SN Use only if pertaining to the project]  
Survey instruments  
 
Instructional resources [SN Use only if no descriptor below applies] 
Games (educational)  
Learning modules [RT Study guides] 
Lectures (recordings)  
Lesson plans  
Problem sets [RT Workbooks] 
Study guides [RT Learning modules, Workbooks] 
Teaching guides  
Templates  
Training materials [SN Use only if no other descriptor applies] 
Training packages [SN Use for integrated set of materials] 
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Curriculum resources [SN Use only if no descriptor below applies] 
Course guides USE Program guides OR Unit guides 
Curriculum guides [SN Primarily for teachers] 
Curriculum mappings  
Program guides [SN Primarily for students] 
Subject outlines USE Unit guides 
Unit guides [SN Primarily for students] 
 
Assessment resources [SN Use only if no descriptor below applies] 
Assignments  
Exam papers USE Test papers 
Peer/self assessment tools  
Self assessment tools USE Peer/self assessment tools 
Test manuals 
Test papers  
 
Reference materials USE one or more descriptors below 
Annual reports 
Bibliographies [RT Literature reviews] 
Databases [SN Use only if no other specific descriptor applies] 
Directories  
Frameworks [RT Guidelines, Policies] 
Glossaries  
Guidelines [RT Frameworks, Policies] 
Guides [RT Handbooks] 
Handbooks [RT Guides]  
Inventories  
Literature reviews [RT Bibliographies]  
Policies [RT Frameworks, Guidelines] 
Standards  
 
Other [SN Use only if no other descriptor applies] 
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ATED term selection 
Choose the most specific term possible.  For example, if the topic of the resource is first year 
students then choose the Narrower term “First year students” rather than the Broader term 
“University students”.  Look closely at the ATED hierarchy to find the more specific term. 
 
Consider also Related terms. If the topic of the resource was, for example, students identifying 
with their university, one might look up “University students” and then browse the related 
terms under it, one of which is “Student university relationship”.   
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The Scope note for a term will give you its definition of the term and guidelines on when to use 
it.  For example, “Nontraditional students” are defined as: 
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You will also need to consider Used for terms (or synonyms of preferred terms). If the topic of 
the resource is on mature-age first year students, then as well as “Adult students” you can 
enter the Used for terms for “Adult students”, i.e. ”Mature age students, Mature students”.  
(Note that previously used terms can be ignored -- the term “Married students”, used from 
1984 to 2012, would not be entered in the example.) 
 
Terms that require the coordination of two or more terms are indicated by a hash tag (#). For 
example, indexing the concept of “Further education” requires use of two terms, “Adult 
education” and “TAFE” (the Use for term, “Further education” could also be entered). However, 
only add terms for topcis covered by the resource, so if the resource was about adult education 
but not TAFE, then “TAFE” would be omitted (as would “Further education”). 
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Appendix H 
Frequency of funds per year from funding bodies 



























1994     4     
1995     7     
1996      1    
1997      9    
1998     2 4    
1999      3    
2000      12 1   
2001      2    
2002       1   
2003       4   
2004       1   
2005   1    4 1  
2006   5.5    1.5  2 
2007  3 14      1 
2008  41 14 1     2 
2009  89 1      4 
2010  73       2 
2011 3 113       1 
2012 27 17        
2013 71 2        
2014 111 1        
          Total 212 339 35.5 1 13 31 12.5 1 12 
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Appendix I 
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Appendix J 
In order to provide a picture of the kinds of projects appearing under each of the leading 
subject categories tables showing the most frequently used subject descriptors under each of 
the five leading subject categories have been provided. 
 
Leading terms used within subject category 320 Educational process: institutional 
perspectives 
Term Number of projects indexed 
Educational leadership 62 
Student assessment 41 
Academic standards 30 
Academic staff development 28 
Graduate attributes 17 
The subject category containing the descriptors associated with the most resources in the 
library is category 320, ‘Educational process: institutional perspectives’. The descriptors 
associated with the most resources within this category are ‘Educational leadership’, ‘Academic 
standards’, ‘Academic staff development’, ‘Student assessment’ and ‘Graduate attributes’. The 
fact that such a large number of OLT funded projects have focussed on institutional or policy 
related issues is not all that surprising, and the particular areas of policy or institutional 
perspectives which have been most frequently addressed is also not all that surprising as all five 
of these areas have been important areas to most institutions over the past decade or so. It is 
worth noting, however, that there has been relatively less attention paid to staff development, 
when professional learning is often key to achieving institutional change at the level of teacher 
practice. 
 
Leading terms used within subject category 310 Educational process: classroom perspectives 
Term  Number of projects indexed 
Interdisciplinary approach 25 
Cooperative learning 18 
Teaching effectiveness 17 
Experiential learning 16 
Computer assisted teaching 14 
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After category 320, the subject category containing the descriptors associated with the next 
most resources in the library is category 310, ‘Educational process: classroom perspectives’. 
The descriptors most frequently used to tag resources within this category are ‘Interdisciplinary 
approach’, ‘Cooperative learning’, ‘Teaching effectiveness’, ‘Experiential learning’, and 
‘Computer assisted teaching’. The focus within this group of resources is on aspects of teaching 
approach or pedagogy, with a wide range of different descriptors included within the category. 
Noteworthy here is that in addition to these five descriptors there were 15 more which were 
each used to index five or more projects. This reflects the diversity of pedagogical approaches 
or teaching strategies which have been the focus of grants funded by the OLT and its 
predecessors. 
 
Leading terms used within subject category 330 Educational process: societal perspectives 
Term Number of projects indexed 
Online learning 26 
Online teaching 20 
Outcomes of education 20 
Excellence in education 13 
Institutional cooperation 11 
 
The third most frequent subject category within the library is category 330, ‘Educational 
process: societal perspectives’, under which subject descriptors focussing on broader aspects of 
learning and teaching policy and practice. Not surprisingly the subject descriptors ‘Online 
learning’ and ‘Online teaching’ have high frequencies, given the interest in and importance of 
this area in recent years. 
 
Leading terms used within subject category 520 Social processes and structures 
Term Number of projects indexed 
Best practice 27 
Capacity building 26 
Benchmarking 19 
Peer evaluation 12 
Distributed leadership 12 
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The fourth most frequent subject category within the library is category 550, ‘Social processes 
and structures’, which contains subject descriptors focussing on institutional and social issues 
and the broader implications of higher education policy and teaching and learning initiatives. 
There is some conceptual overlap between the leading descriptors within this category and 
some of those within category 320, ‘Educational process: institutional perspectives’ discussed 
above. For example ‘Capacity building’ is closely aligned with ‘Staff development’ and 
‘Benchmarking’ and ‘Best practice’ are somewhat aligned to ‘Academic standards’, all of which 
have been topics of major focus during the period of time in which the resource library has 
been populated.  
 
Leading terms used within subject category 400 Curriculum subjects 
Term Number of projects indexed 
Leadership training 17 
Legal education 14 
Business education 13 
Preservice teacher education 13 
Architectural education 10 
 
The subject category containing the fifth most frequently used subject descriptors is category 
400, ‘Curriculum subjects’. The descriptors within this category refer to topics of focus within 
the broader curriculum, such as ‘Leadership training’, ‘Communication skills’, ‘Cross cultural 
training’, and ‘Citizenship education’ as well as specific skill areas within particular disciplines, 
such as ‘Business skills’, ‘Children’s writing’, and ‘Creative writing’. In addition to these 
descriptors there are some descriptors which do refer to particular teaching disciplines, and, 
aside from ‘Leadership training’ which is the most frequent, these tend to be the ones that are 
most frequently used in the library. On the surface it would appear that the disciplines with the 
leading number of indexed projects shown here provide a conflicting story to the analysis of 
ASCED discipline codes listed in Table 6 within Chapter 9, with ‘Legal education’, Business 
education’ and ‘Preservice teacher education’ being prominent here, while ‘Health’ and 
‘Natural and physical sciences’ are the most frequent ASCED discipline categories.  However, in 
exploring the descriptors within the ‘Curriculum subjects’ category, there are no descriptors 
within the general areas of health education, medical education or science education. It may be 
that this section of the ATED taxonomy needs some attention to better clarify the focus within 
this category and to perhaps remove the discipline descriptors from this category.  
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Appendix K 
Recommended schema of bibliographic elements 
Element  
(preferred label) 





P j  i l   Y B i f/f ll d NR M 
P j t   Y F ll d l  R O 
L d h  Y B i f/f ll d R M 
C h  Y F ll d l  R O 
L d i tit ti  Y B i f/f ll d NR M 
P t  i tit ti  Y F ll d l  R O 
F di  b d   Y F ll d l  R M 
P j t ID Y F ll d l  NR M 
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Appendix L 
 
This paper considers the role of name authorities and identifiers for researchers, and compares 
a number of name identifier services to determine current or future relevance for the Office for 
Learning and Teaching (OLT) Resource Library http://www.olt.gov.au/resource-library.  
Why use controlled vocabularies for names? 
The OLT Resource Library provides a field-based information retrieval system. The current 
iteration of the OLT Resource Library search makes use of controlled vocabularies for document 
type, year, institution and discipline. Controlled vocabularies provide the ability to facet the 
results of a search, bringing together all works that match a controlled criterion, as well as the 
opportunity to further refine a set of results. 
The library sector has traditionally maintained and used controlled vocabularies (or authority 
control) for fields such as subjects and names (Library of Congress, 2002). Outside libraries 
however the name authority or person identifier concept has been less well controlled. While 
indexers of scholarly journals and conference proceedings typically use subject vocabularies, 
they have been less likely to control author and organisation entries. 
In this environment it is probably not surprising that personal names for lead researchers, co-
researchers and resource authors were not implemented as controlled elements in the original 
Carrick Institute Dublin Core metadata application profile (education.au, 2007), from which the 
OLT Resource Library database has evolved. It is also worth remembering that the Carrick 
Exchange project was being developed to handle academic profiles, and it was no doubt 
planned to integrate the project reports into the Exchange deployment. 
Since 2009 however, the issue of personal profile online has exploded. In 2009, Salo (2009) 
documented a range of services developing around researcher profiles. Most academic and 
research institutions maintain a staff directory online and list key researchers. This may be 
simply a directory of contact details, but usually includes a profile page including a list of work, 
possibly fed from the institution’s research repository. If automated feeds are to be 
comprehensive then some form of name authority control is required. Lewis (2014) provides a 
number of institutional business drivers for the University of Sydney’s implementation of name 
identifiers: 
data quality, accuracy and consistency; persistent identifiers; minimising manual 
intervention; managing duplicates across systems; mapping affiliations, publication, 
grants, data, and open access compliance, and maximising research performance in 
reporting, compliance and rankings. 
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The RePEc author service (2014) describes the benefits of their service in terms of a specific 
discipline. It links economists with their research output in a bibliographic database; builds a 
research profile showing all identified works; distinguishes the works of name homonyms; 
provides accurate statistics about downloads and new citations, and uses collected data for 
rankings in the discipline. Perhaps the strongest case for name identifiers is provided by 
Rotenberg and Kushmerick (2011) who consider them important for individual researchers who 
are under increased pressure, and for whom 
 “proper attribution and association of one’s scholarly output is imperative to 
professional branding and reputation management.” 
What are the benefits for OLT Resource Library? 
For several of these reasons, the inclusion of some unique, universal identifier for contributors 
to OLT projects (and award nominees) is worth considering. Given its cross-institutional nature, 
university-specific policies, codes or services that assist in collating research may not cover 
material deposited in OLT. This means that a researcher’s list of works will not be 
comprehensive. Adoption of a global identification standard would enable researchers and 
their institution to ‘harvest’ a more comprehensive list of works, and potentially drive increased 
traffic from university researcher profile pages to the OLT Resource Library. It would also have 
the benefit of populating a faceted search option that filters on names within the Resource 
Library. There is potential benefit also in providing a way to track resource authors and project 
contributors after they have left their organisation. Rather than storing information about 
contributors that is subject to change, it is preferable to link to a single authoritative source of 
that information that is likely to be maintained by the researcher themselves. 
What name identifier schemes are available? 
A literature review using the search terms such as name authorities, unique identifier, digital 
repository and identifier registry identified the following systems as having potential for the 
OLT Resource Library. 
International Standard Name Identifier (ISNI) http://www.isni.org 
According to its website, ISNI is the ISO certified (ISO 27729) global standard number for 
identifying contributors to creative works, and those active in their distribution, by assigning a 
persistent unique identifying number to resolve the problem of name ambiguity in search and 
discovery. Users are predominantly from the book industry and include Bowker in Books in 
Print (www.booksinprint.com) and libraries such as La Trobe University (Victoria) (ISNI, 2014). 
Virtual International Authority File (VIAF)  http://viaf.org  
VIAF was established to link name authority files maintained across multiple library networks, 
including National Library of Australia. It has been hosted by the global library network OCLC 
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(http://oclc.org) since 2012 and works with other identifier systems, including ORCID and ISNI 
(OCLC, 2012). 
Scopus author identifier http://www.scopus.com/search/form.url?display=authorLookup 
Scopus claims to be the largest database of peer reviewed literature across science, technology, 
medicine, social sciences, and arts and humanities (Scopus, 2014). The Scopus Author Identifier 
assigns a unique number to authors in Scopus, as well as to their affiliated organisations. 
ResearcherID  http://www.researcherid.com  
ResearcherID is a Thomson Reuters service that integrates with their Web of Science research 
platform. From 2007 Thomson Reuters has provided ResearcherID as a free service to authors 
regardless of whether they use Thomson Reuters’ products. 
Open Researcher and Contributor ID (ORCID) http://orcid.org 
ORCID describes itself as “a researcher disambiguation system”. It was formed in 2009 as a not 
for profit provider, aiming to be global and to cross all disciplines. Its potential significance can 
be seen in the fact that it is working with OCLC, INSI and Wikipedia (MacEwan & Haak, 2014) 
and that Thomson Reuters has provided ORCID with a perpetual license and royalty free use of 
ResearcherID code and intellectual property (Rotenberg & Kushmerick, 2011). Eustis (2014) 
describes a number of other significant partnerships where ORCID identifiers are being shared 
across services via linked data. 
Are name identifiers used by Australian researchers? 
In considering name identifiers and their potential relevance to the OLT Resource Library it is 
was interesting to determine the extent to which OLT researchers already had identifiers, and 
to discover which systems might best fit the Australian higher education teaching and learning 
sector. For the purpose of a very small pilot study, the first ten URLS in a complete file of OLT 
projects were opened, and the name of the lead researcher for each project was recorded.  
These ten names were then searched on the following name identifier sources: ORCID, VIAF, 
NLA party, ISNI, Scopus, ResearcherID and Linkedin. Linkedin was included as an example of a 
popular non-academic profile service. The number of name matches and the amount of name 
ambiguity across these searches were noted. 
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Review of OLT researchers’ presence on name identifier service (15 November 2014) 
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This exercise highlighted several issues with researcher name identification. 
Ambiguity: In searching for author or researchers it is a priority to avoid false positives, and this 
becomes more difficult when dealing with common names such as Elizabeth Johnson or 
unfamiliar names where name order may be unclear which occurred in this case with Dragan 
Ilic. 8 of the 10 names above returned ambiguous results in at least one of the services. 
Affiliation: The inclusion of an author’s affiliation can help with disambiguation, but affiliation 
can also change and cause confusion. Researchers may not keep their profiles up to date in all 
services, e.g. in one place Paula Swatman had affiliation listed as UniSA but others as UTas with 
her blog describing her as now retired in Tasmania. OLT Resource Library includes affiliation 
information and this should rightly should remain as the institution which housed the 
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researcher at the time of the research, even though the researcher’s profile no longer ‘belongs’ 
to that institution. 
Country: In some services it was useful to filter on country. VIAF contributors are national 
libraries, so filtering on Australian personal name authorities might be considered the most 
precise search strategy for this exercise. However global publishing and the mobility of 
academics across countries means this is likely to miss researchers who are new to Australian 
universities or who have published predominantly in international publications. Catherine 
Suttle’s current affiliation is given as a UK university, but she is not listed in the British Library 
name authorities. There were 5 separate identifiers for Dragan Ilic in Scopus from different 
countries and a variety of disciplines. 
Discipline: Discipline can assist in identification, but not always for OLT projects which focus on 
learning and teaching and can be generic or cross-disciplinary reports on teaching skills or 
initiatives. 
Services: 80% of these researchers had Scopus author identifiers, which is well above the 30% 
of ResearcherIDs, and the remaining services which were each used by only 20% of the 
researchers. While this shows the success or scope of a large commercial service, there would 
be concerns for OLT about building a service based on a closed system. 
What are the issues to consider with name registries? 
When it comes to choosing an author identification registry system, Rotenberg and Kushmerick 
(2011, p. 508) recognise the polarised views of the scholarly publishing sector between those 
who see a centralised registry system as the answer, and those who warn against a single 
system, preferring to trust in “multiple, interconnected systems.” They ask pertinent questions 
about the incentives for scholars to participate in an identification registry and maintain their 
information; about the persistence of identifiers, and the related question of funding which is a 
prerequisite for persistence. (Fenner, 2011) points to the important factors to ensure 
widespread adoption of a service as “reputation, consent, and trust”. 
A further development in this field is the challenge of recording the role of different authors in 
a multi-authored publication. Chawla (2014) suggests that digital badges could play a role in 
this form of disambiguation. Wellcome Trust, Harvard and CASRAI are working on a proposed 
open standard: Contributor Roles Taxonomy (CRediT) http://credit.casrai.org. As at November 
2014 this taxonomy http://credit.casrai.org/proposed-taxonomy lists 14 roles including #9: 
writing – original draft; #10: writing – review & editing; #13 project administration and #8 data 
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How would name identifiers work in OLT? 
As is the case now in the submission workflow for some academic journals and conferences, 
the OLT could consider requesting those involved in awards, or in depositing a resource in the 
OLT library to provide a global name identifier. This would require minor modification to 
database structures, and should not be a mandatory field given retrospective work would be 
required to existing entries. 
 OLT could commission further research into an appropriate single registry system and 
encourage (or require) contributors to register with this system.  
Given that OLT is not the primary affiliation for most of those depositing content, it would be 
more appropriate for OLT to request that contributors register for their own identifier rather 
than minting identifiers on their behalf.  
With ORCID it is possible to pay an organisational subscription which provides access to ORCID 
APIs and could enable OLT’s Resource Library to start its move into a linked data environment 
which Porter (2014) describes as moving from an emphasis on “data entry to data glue.” 
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